Exhibit 31: Multi-family Case Study Projects and Jurisdictions: Summary of Review Activity
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BAY AREA/NORTHERN CALIFORNIA
Cupertino The Hamptons no 342 13.4 255 no yes no no Mit. Neg. Dec. 5.8 3 1 13 93%
Fairfield Fairfield Park Apartments no 60 3.6 16.7 no no no no Neg. Decl. 33 1 5 100%
Fremont Alborada Apartments no 442 18.0 24.6 no no yes 3.0 2 3 100%
Redwood City Bair Island Apartments & Marina no 155 12.7 12.2 no no yes no Mit. Neg. Dec. 4.8 2 1 8 100%
Salinas Gabilan Hills Townhomes yes 100 6.7 14.9 no no yes  Tax. Credit Alloc. Neg. Dec. 5.8 2 5 100%
San Francisco 1010 S. Van Ness yes 30 0.5 60.0 no yes no US HUD Neg. Dec. 11.5 2 8 1 100%
San Francisco Bay Towers no 226 0.9 2511 no yes no no Mit. Neg. Dec. 13.3 4 7 112%
San Jose Farmers Market Apartments no 232 6.1 38.0 no yes no no Neg. Dec 7.0 3 1 3 100%
Group average or percentage 198 7.7 25.6 0% 50% 38% 25% 6.8 2.4 1.0 6.5 1.0 101%
Unit-weighted group average 6.2 2.6 0.5 6.5 0.0
CENTRAL VALLEY
Bakersfield Brookfield Loop Four-plexes no 92 7.0 131 no no no no Mit. Neg. Dec. 2.0 1 0 2 133%
Fresno Dominion Heights Apartments no 196 11.2 17.6 no no yes no Mit. Neg. Dec. 55 1 0 2 100%
Redding Willow Park Apartments no 48 53 9.1 no no no Fed. Wetlands Neg. Decl. 18 2 2 100%
Sacramento Bruceville Apartments no 96 9.5 10.1 no no no No Neg. Decl. 6.0 2 2 100%
Group average or percentage 108 8.2 13.1 0% 0% 25% 25% 38 15 0.0 2.0 0.0 108%
Unit-weighted group average 4.4 1.3 0.0 2.0 0.0
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
Anaheim Pairhome Condominiums no 28 1.8 15.6 no yes no no Neg. Dec. 13 2 2 100%
Carlsbad Villas at EI Camino yes 344 235 14.6 no yes no Coast Comm. Neg. Dec. 7.0 3 1 3 90%
Chula Vista Bolero no 240 15.2 15.8 no yes yes no Specific PlanEIR | 7.0 4 1 5 1 89%
Chula Vista Cordova Village yes 40 3.0 13.3 no no yes no Prev. EIR inforce | 1.8 1 1 2 100%
Los Angeles Vista Angelina Apts yes 108 17 63.5 no yes no no Specific Plan EIR | 16.0 2 1 3 87%
Orange County Skyview Apartment Homes no 260 21.0 12.4 no yes yes no Prev. EIR in force | 5.3 2 1 2 100%
San Diego Camino Real Homes yes 45 2.6 173 no no no no Prev. EIR in force | 20.3 2 1 2 1 100%
Santa Barbara County  Positano Apartments yes 118 5.9 20.0 no no no no EIR 9.8 5 2 5 104%
Santa Monica Firenze Apartments yes 28 0.2 164.7 no no no no Neg. Dec. 6.8 2 1 3 100%
Tustin Rancho Santa Fe Apartments no 316 17.0 18.6 no no yes no Prev. EIRinforce | 3.5 3 1 3 100%
Group average or percentage 153 9.2 16.6 0%  40%  30% 11% 79 26 11 3.0 1.0 97%
Unit-weighted group average 6.0 2.5 11 3.2 0.2
Average or Percentage for All Multi-family Projects (20) 161 8.5 19.0 0% 36% 32% 20% 6.7 23 0.9 4.1 1.0 100%
Average or Percentage for Market-Rate Projects (12) 195 10.2 19.2 0% 36% 36% 8% 49 23 0.8 4.2 1.0
Average or Percentage for All Affordable Projects (8) 102 5.5 18.4 0% 38%  25% 38% 98 24 1.2 39 1.0

Notes: Projects in which a previous EIR or specific plan EIR was in place were processed as negative declarations.
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